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II.— THE CATALOGUES OF VICTORS AT THE 
DIONYSIA AND LENAEA, CIA. II 977. 

Several years ago, after studying the series of inscriptions 
pertaining to the dramatic contests in Athens (CIA. II 971-7; 
IV, pp. 218 sqq.), I was convinced that much remained to be 
done as regards the classification and interpretation of these 
important documents before they could be made to yield their 
full store of information to the historian of Greek literature and 
to the student of scenic antiquities. In the first place, serious 
doubts were raised in my mind as to the correctness of some of 
the restorations proposed by the editor of the Corpus in the lists 
of tragic and comic poets, so far as one could judge by the 
facsimiles ; and in the second place as to the defensibility of his 
classification of certain fragments, in view of the information 
furnished by the chronological and didascalic notices scattered 
through Greek literature and the inscriptions. Accordingly I 
availed myself, on a recent visit to Athens, of the opportunity of 
inspecting the stones, and found some of my doubts confirmed. 
The contradictions with the literary evidence involved in the 
present classification, contradictions which every student of the 
subject must have felt, I propose to try to solve in the present 
article, and thus to gain a more solid foundation for the discussion 
of some of the broader problems which concern every student of 
the Greek drama. Some of these problems I hope to take up at 
a later time, especially in their relation to CIA. II 971, which is 
the official record, year by year, of the victors at the City 
Dionysia. 

At the outset I acknowledge the obligations which I feel, in 
common with all other students of the subject, to Professor 
Kohler, whose masterly elucidation of these inscriptions in the 
Athenische Mittheilungen (3, 104 sqq., 241 sqq.; 5, 325 sq.) first 
brought order out of chaos and made clear the significance of 
these documents. Had the full body of material been available 
at the time of his first article in 1878, no doubt his conclusions 
would have been modified in many particulars. Scarcely less 
important is the article of Bergk in the Rheinisches Museum, 34 
(1879), 292 sqq., which has contributed largely to the results 
summarized in the Corpus. Bergk pointed out a number of the 
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contradictions to which attention will be called, but by his failure 
to appreciate the official character 1 of these inscriptions and the 
facility with which he explained away difficulties which opposed 
his theories, he did not give them their due weight. The new 
readings which I report are generally not of great importance. 
Such as they are, I submit them to the final judgment of the able 
epigraphist and scholar, Dr. Wilhelm, who has undertaken 2 to 
re-edit this whole class of inscriptions, with the addition of some 
new fragments recently discovered. 3 Since his results will be 
incorporated in Kaibel's new collection of the Comic Fragments, 
it has seemed to me that the occasion is peculiarly opportune for 
a reconsideration of all of the fragments of the victors' lists and 
that possibly something may thereby be contributed to the final 
disposition of these documents which we may confidently expect 
from him. 

In the thirty-two fragments of the inscription No. 977 we have 
the remains of eight distinct catalogues of victors — tragic and 
comic poets and tragic and comic actors, each in two lists, accord- 
ing as the victories were won at the Dionysia or at the Lenaea. 
In each column of the original inscription were generally seventeen 
names, the order of which was determined by the first victories. 
So much we may accept as established. Each catalogue had an 
appropriate heading. One is sufficiently preserved to identify 
the fragments as a list of tragic actors, festival unknown ; of 
another a few letters only remain. For the first classification of 
the lists we are therefore obliged to depend upon the names 
themselves. For the closer classification according to the festival 
we might expect to derive some assistance from the number of 
victories assigned. But, unfortunately, the independent evidence 
in this matter is inconclusive. In only one instance are we 
informed of the number of victories won by a poet at each of the 
two festivals. The comic poet Eudoxus won three times at the 
Dionysia and five times at the Lenaea (Diog. Laert. 8. 8, 90, on 
the authority of Apollodorus), but his name does not occur in 
these fragments. The name of the tragic actor Aristodemus, 

■He had not seen Kohler's demonstration of this. Mention should be 
made of Kumanudes, who first detected the general nature of these lists, 
Philistor, 1, 331 sqq. 

2 Wiener Jahresheft, vol. I ; Kaibel, Com. Graec. Frag. I, praef. 

3 By the kindness of Dr. Leonardos I was permitted to see these fragments, 
but since they have not yet been published, I have not used the information 
gained from them. 
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who gained two Lenaean victories (Schol. Aesch. fals. leg. 15), is 
not found here, nor that of the tragic poet Dionysius, who was 
successful once at the Lenaea (Tzetzes, Chil. 5, 180; Diod. Sic. 
x 5> 74 1 )- On account of this lack of decisive testimony, recourse 
has been had to considerations of a general nature, which too 
often lead to results of purely subjective value. One course of 
procedure is still open and has not yet been systematically 
followed : rigorously to test the lists by means of all of the 
positive data available, and especially to scrutinize the order and 
arrangement of the names of persons concerning whom we are in 
possession of sufficiently exact information. In this way we may 
hope to make some progress. 

The Comic Poets. 

Fragments d,f, e, g and h have been joined together by Bergk 
and Kohler so that they form four continuous columns, two to six 
names alone being missing at the bottom. The text will be given 
only where it is necessary to the argument, with such restorations 
as may be regarded as practically certain. The lettering is 
generally regular, so that the number of missing letters can be 
indicated with a considerable degree of exactness. Iota occupies 
about one-half of the space of a full letter. 

I. II. 

a . . ijtuv Ilo I 

. ... a>v M€[ray€VJT]s 

[S^evofpikos I 0co[7ro/i7r]or II 

[t]i)XckX«i8i;e n n X[u|i;Xo]E IIII 

' Apt(TTOp.(Vt]S II NucO^>f_£l/ -J 

Kparivos III Airo\[\o(f>ai>]ris I 

<tep(KpaTt)s II Ap[(t\jrias -J 

"Eppiimos IIII Ni[/«>x<ipi;r -] 

OpOci^of II S(i>\_o(p\a>v I 

Mi/priXos I *«XuXXioy I 

[EuJn-oXtr III *iXdxi(cor I 

s I 

1 These references should be accepted as conclusive, both as to the fact and 
as to the date (367). One has been tempted to see an allusion to another 
Lenaean victory in 394 in the inscription published by Kohler in Hermes, 3, 
156 — a complimentary vote to Dionysius passed in the sixth prytany. But 
there is absolutely no ground for such an inference. 
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III. IV. 

4>iXnr[7rorJ II 

Xopr;[y6s -] Ai 3 or I 

' Ava£a[v&pt]8t)s III K.Xe'n[px]or ■ 

*iXe'ra[ipo]s II 'ABrjvoKXf/s - 

EHfiovXos III Tlvp[_av~] I 

"ECplWTTOS I - 'AXk[^v](bp I 

['A]iTi0di»ij[r] mil 'Vtpo<\rjs I 

[M]yij<r/jao[x or l I-'l' UpoKkeLSrjs I 

Nauo-[iKpaT]))r III M[cv]av8por I. - 

Ev<pdi<>;[r -] ^[iXjiJp.cov III 

'AXtfif - 2 'A7roXXo8(Bpo[r -] 

[' Ap]iaro[cp£>p -] Ai'tpiXor III 

. . $jXi7rjri'8i/f II 

— — . — Nucdarparos - 

KaUidSip I 

. . 'Ajatu/fiajr I 

[K>;<pio~d8<ji>Jpof I „_-__- 

At the time of his first article in 1878 Kohler had not yet 
recognized the fact that Lenaean as well as City victories were 
recorded in this inscription, and naturally supposed that it had 
reference to the more important festival. But Bergk saw that 
both festivals were involved. He too assigned these fragments 
to the Dionysia, on the ground, first, that the regular comic 
contest was not introduced into the March festival as early as 
Magnes, whose name was found with that of Cratinus on another 
fragment, and secondly because the small number of victories 
credited to such poets as Cratinus, Eupolis, Anaxandrides and 
Philemon, compared with the larger number won by the lesser 
poets, was precisely what we should expect at the City Dionysia. 
In the Corpus Kohler adheres to his original classification, refer- 
ring simply to Bergk. 4 This result has been accepted, apparently 
without question, 5 although we now know that the first reason 
advanced by Bergk is wrong. The assumption underlying the 
second argument is of course that the festival at which comedy 

1 21 in Corpus. 2 II in Corpus. I could see nothing. 

3 The second letter appears to be P. 

4 In Ath. Mitth. 5, 325 he adopts Bergk's second argument. 

5 E. g. by Kaibel in the articles on the comic poets in the Pauly-Wissowa 
Encyclopedia, Muller, Haigh, Oehmichen and Navarre. 
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played a relatively more important r61e than tragedy would 
attract the highest talent; at the Dionysia tragedy held the 
position of honor, and the comic contest would be left more 
largely in the hands of second-rate poets. Is not this assumption 
open to serious objections? Does it not rest on the further 
assumption that a victory at the Lenaea was a greater honor for 
the comic poet than a victory at the Dionysia ? But this can not 
be admitted as a matter of course. 1 The March festival quite 
overshadowed the other in brilliancy and £clat. It became an 
international occasion, whose honors every dramatic poet, comic 
as well as tragic, must have coveted above all others. But these 
objections need not be urged further at present, for we have more 
definite data. 

The names of certain poets who, as we know, won victories at 
the Dionysia, are not found in this catalogue. But Aristophanes 
may have won after Eupolis ; his name would then have stood in 
the lost portion of col. I. 2 There is some reason to think that 
Lysippus won at the Dionysia in 434, and therefore to expect his 
name between Xenophilus and Eupolis. But the interpretation 
of CIG. Sic. et Ital. 1097 3 is too uncertain to warrant insistence 
on this objection. We look in vain in col. II for the name of 
Archippus. His sole victory was won between 415 and 41 1. 4 

1 On the same principle a tribe would take greater pride in a choral victory 
at the Thargelia, where there were only choral events, than at the City 
Dionysia, in which both tragedy and comedy were more prominent than the 
lyric choruses. 

2 Oehmichen, Sitzungsber. d. baier. Acad., philosoph.-philolog. CI. ,1889, 151 
sqq., who discusses these lists at length, fills the space under Eupolis with 
frag, v, containing six names, of which only one, Philonides, is of a known 
comic poet. He is obliged, consequently, to assume that Aristophanes either 
did not win a City victory at all — which he is inclined to believe — or else 
only late in the century, i. e. after Philonicus, col. II. But we chance to know 
of one City victory (CIA. IV, p. 259), and it is rash to assume that the victory 
of 387 was at the Lenaea. Kaibel is wrong (Pauly-Wiss., s. v. Aristophanes) 
in doubting the success of the Plutus. Aristophanes is mentioned first in the 
full didascalic notice, which is based upon an official document similar to 
CIA. II 972 and 973. The order of success is violated in such notices only 
when the play in consideration did not come out first. 

3 eirl 'Avrwxidov [ A[vannro£ kviaa fcev .... We do not know how 

much of the stone has been broken off at both sides. 

* evwi/oev aira!j hnl rrjs 9 <*' oX. Suidas. Kaibel in Pauly-Wiss., s. v. Archippus, 
suspects the date, but suggests that, if it is correct, the play with which 
Archippus won was the Fishes, modeled on the plan of the Birds ; cf. Hermes, 
24, 49- 
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His name would be not more than three places below Ameipsias, 
who won iv aa-rei over the Birds of Aristophanes. Here it may 
be urged — wrongly, as we shall see later — that Suidas does not 
specify a City victory for Archippus, or that Ameipsias may have 
won a victory earlier than 415, 1 in which case the name of 
Archippus could be supplied below Philonicus. A more serious 
omission is that of Theophilus, who won at the Dionysia of 329 
(CIA. II 971 h). Since the first victory of Philemon was obtained 
in 327 (frag. Mar. Par., Ath. Mitth., 1897, 187), we should cer- 
tainly expect to find Theophilus among the ten poets, represent- 
ing about fifteen years, above the name of Philemon in col. IV. 
But in the absence of other precise facts in the career of Theoph- 
ilus, we can not, of course, be certain that he did not win as early 
as ca. 342 and that his name had a place in the four lost lines of 
col. III. This would give a very late date to the first victory of 
Alexis. When we consider that in the 100 years between the first 
victory of Eupolis and the first victory of Philemon are only 50 
names, or an average of two victories for each poet, and the 
resultant probability that for the ten names preceding Philemon 
we have to reckon with 20 years instead of 15 (and the numerous 
victories of Eubulus and Antiphanes point to a still higher 
average), the explanation suggested of the omission of Theoph- 
ilus becomes still more improbable. It is, for all that, possible. 
But the omission of all these names certainly justifies a suspicion 
that we may be dealing, after all, with the Lenaean catalogue 
and not with the Dionysian. 

This suspicion is raised to a conviction when we consider the 
relative order in which certain groups of names occur. Bergk 
observed that we should expect to find in col. I the name of 
Aristomenes after both Cratinus and Pherecrates. Suidas says of 

AriStomenes : Kco/uucor twv imbevrepav ttjs apxalas Kapmbias , ol r/aav «r« 
rav UeKtmovvrjmaKwv, ok. ng (432-28), while Anon. 7r«pl Kapmblas (II 

in Kaibel, CGF.) mentions a victory of Cratinus 2 pera nj* we oX. 
(440-36), and of Pherecrates «V« eeobapov (438/7), according to 
Dobree's probable correction of «V« fcdrpov. Bergk concludes that 
there were two poets Aristomenes, the second of whom is referred 
to by Suidas — the poet who contested with Aristophanes in 387. 

'Hyp. Arist. Av. does not say that this was his first victory, as Oehmichen 
reports, 1. c, p. 155. 

2 The Armenian version of Eusebius and Hieronymus mention him under 
Ol. 81*. Hence the proposals to correct tte' to n-a'. 

27 
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This does not seem a plausible solution, but let us proceed to 
Eupolis. Eupolis exhibited first in the archonship of Apollodorus 
(430/29), in the same year with Phrynichus (Anon. II it. nap. 
Kaib.), at the age of seventeen (Suidas). The chronographers 
place him a year or two later, doubtless with reference to his first 
success (Hieron. 428/7 ; Eus. Vers. Arm. and Syncellus, 427/6). 
Now between Eupolis and Ameipsias in our catalogue were 12 
names. Reckoning only one victory for each name, and allowing 
for Eupolis and his predecessors only the two victories recorded 
in this period (Cratinus 423, Arg. V Nub.; Eupolis 421, Arg. I 
Pac), we reach as the lowest possible date for the first City 
victory of Eupolis the year 429. But we have already seen that 
the most plausible explanation of the absence of the name of 
Archippus immediately after that of Ameipsias is the supposition 
that the latter had won a victory previous to that of 414, and that 
this earlier victory could not be placed later than 417. 1 This 
would force the date of Eupolis' first victory back to 432 at latest, 
or three years before his first appearance so explicitly dated by 
Anon. II. Even if the chronographers are in error, even if we 
concede that Eupolis, at the age of 17, at his first appearance, 
carried off the first prize, is it not inconceivable that in these 
fourteen years, in which some of the most brilliant figures of 
Attic comedy were before the public, the victories should all but 
two have gone to poets of the second order? And can we 
suppose that the predecessors of Eupolis, who, with only one 
exception, are credited with two or more victories, either won all 
of these successes in the first five or six years of their career or 
else had to be content with second or third place until after 417 
or even 411 2 ? And what shall we say of Phrynichus, who made 
his d€but in the same year as Eupolis, but is set down as victor 
at least two years before him ? The whole combination is enor- 
mously improbable in itself and defies every item of information 
supplied by the ancients. To my thinking, it alone is enough to 
discredit the present classification. 3 But there is yet another 
argument against it. 

•The order of names would have to be: Ameipsias 417, Nicochares 416, 
Xenophon 415, Ameipsias 414, Philyllius 413, Philonicus 412, Archippus 411, 
allowing no victories to the earlier poets. 

2 The case becomes still more difficult if we take into account the probability 
that Eupolis died about 411, and must have won his third victory before that 
date. 

3 Oehmichen does not think so (1. c, p. 155), but even sees a confirmation of 
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I will pass over the unexpected order of the names Anaxan- 
drides, Eubulus and Antiphanes in col. III. In col. IV Menander 
precedes Philemon, and is credited with at least an equal number 
of victories. But the testimony of antiquity is opposed to both 
items. The newly discovered fragment of the Parian Chronicle 
(Ath. Mitth., 1897, 187) is the safest witness to the priority of 

Philemon : d<p' ov $i\yp.a>v 6 KafioiSorrotos hUtjaev try £8 , apxovros 

'A6rji>ri<ri EvdvKplrov (328/7), and under the archonship of Demo- 

cleides (3!6/l5) : ivUa be Kai Me'vavbpos 6 Ka/ioibcmoios 'AA/pijcri Tore 

Ttparov. Suidas places Philemon fipaxv MevdvSpov itporepos. There 
is no reason to doubt the correctness of these statements. 1 As 
regards the number of victories won by these two rivals, it was a 
commonplace of antiquity to contrast the popular success of 
Philemon with the greater merit of Menander. See Quint. 10. 1, 
72 and 3. 7, 18; Martial 5. 10, 9. By the proposed classification 
of this catalogue as the list of victors at the City Dionysia, both 
of these apparent contradictions are immediately dissolved. 

I assume that there can be no further doubt on this point. 
How, then, do we account for the unexpected order of names on 
the Lenaean list ? The explanation is simple. The chronological 
notices that have given rise to the difficulties which have been 
pointed out are based on the records of the City Dionysia, 2 and 
take no account of the Lenaea. Clinton long ago maintained 
this, and but for the hasty assignment of the list to the Dionysia, 
this important fact would never have suffered eclipse. We may 

his views in the coincidence of the first appearance and the first victory of 
Eupolis (which he dates 429, not taking Archippus into account). He even 
fills up the end of col. I with the names of Philocles, Aristocrates, Eumenides, 
Autolycus, Philonides, Socrates and Polycles, all but one totally unknown as 
comic poets. It is enough to point out that he is obliged to assign Socrates to 

the year 422, although the victorious poet of this year was of (CIA. II 

971 b)! 

Bergk falls back upon his favorite theory that the victory ascribed to 
Ameipsias in 414 was with the Kaftacrai of Phrynichus. As a rule, he thought, 
the SiSaaadXof and not the real author was credited in these lists ; but an 
exception was made in this case, the victory being the second one of Phryni- 
chus. It is safe to say that no one shares Bergk's opinion about the Ku/iaarai, 
nor his belief in the unofficial character of the catalogue. 

1 The fortunate discovery of these fragments of the Parian marble furnishes 
the clue to the explanation of the statements of Anon. II jr. Ko/t. and Eusebius. 

2 Lest it be suggested that we are arguing in a circle, using these notices 
first to create contradictions and afterwards to explain them, let me call 
attention to the argument based upon Eupolis, and to the omissions. 



396 AMERICAN JOURNAL OF PHILOLOGY. 

therefore confidently reject the theory about the greater import- 
ance of the Lenaean contest in the eyes of the comic poets — a 
theory which had its origin in the mistaken belief that this cata- 
logue, with its small average of victories won by the greater poets 
and its large proportion of inferior poets, was in truth the list of 
victors at the Dionysia. The Great Dionysia, as the festival 
afterwards was called, was from the introduction of comedy the 
great battle-ground of the leading comic poets. When Aris- 
tophanes, in the famous parabasis of the Knights, illustrates his 
policy by referring to the career of the great poets of the past, 
including his own older contemporaries, he does not mention 
Telecleides and Hermippus, who were very successful at the 
Lenaea. We can now understand better his bitter disappoint- 
ment at the failure of the Clouds at the Dionysia of 423. The 
judges had not dealt unkindly with him at the Lenaea, where he 
had already won two victories. But he had set his heart on a 
City victory, for which he had reserved his masterpiece, as he 
believed. Indeed, the depth of his indignation at his defeat 
would almost lead one to infer that he had already won a victory 
at the City festival and knew his own powers. 

The two fragments i and k l can now be assigned to the City 
Dionysia, instead of to the Lenaea. The order of names does 
not offend against tradition. Euphronius was victorious in 458 
(CIA. II 971 f., col. 2). The floruit of Crates is placed in 451 by 
Hieronymus, in 449 by Eusebius, Vers. Arm. Cratinus is men- 
tioned by the same chronographers under 453, which would be in 
harmony with our list. Since Anon. II irepl <co>/i., in his enumer- 
ation of the poets, which always follows the chronological order, 
mentions Cratinus before Crates, and Aristophanes does the same 
in the Knights (534 sqq.), and since we know, further, that Crates 
was at first an actor for Cratinus (Schol. Arist. Eq. 534 and Anon. 
II), we can not hesitate to accept the correction no! for mV in the 
statement of Anon. II that Cratinus won his first victory /xtra t>jk 

1 i. [Mayw/jf AI, ? I, vys-, f I, [Ev<tip6v]ia; I, ['EK<jiav]- 

tIStic -, [KpaTtjvog III, [&.to]ireiflris II, [Kpa]-n?f III, f II. Ei>(f>jO<5wo? is 

due to Oehmichen, who proposes QikoweidiK after Kpafivoc. But the space 
does not admit this restoration. Besides, the Philocles whose father was 
Philopeithes was a tragic poet, according to Suidas. After Crates we might 
restore [KaAAiajf, identifying with Ko/l ... of 971 f.. col. 3. Meineke, Hist. 
Crit. Com., p. 54, rightly considers him a younger contemporary of Cratinus. 

k. [Ni]ko0u[V -], [9]e6iro/nr[oc -], [K)/]0Mro[(SoTOf -]. The last name can be 
defended as against Ktjipiaddapog (Corpus). 
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■nt oXvumdSa. Pherecrates, victorious in 437, and Aristomenes, 
flourishing ca. 430, came after Crates on this catalogue. Every- 
thing is in order. The first victory of Magnes is not necessarily 
placed earlier, so far as this list is concerned, than it must be 
placed in CIA. II 971 a, so that no objection can be made on this 
score to the classification here proposed. Fragment i was doubt- 
less in the first column of the catalogue of City victors, only a 
few names, among which we should expect to find Chionides, 
preceding that of Magnes. 

The Lenaean catalogue, on the other hand, certainly did not 
begin with Xenophilus. One column preceded col. I. The 
heading, which extended to the left of col. I, proves this. Kohler 
proposes as the heading [dvayp]a[<f>]!) tSiv [K<»/i<»8]Sc. But only 
three or four letters of this heading would have extended over 
the preceding column, and, besides, there is room for two full 
letters between A and H. Oehmichen, who saw both of these 

Objections, proposed \_ku>jiikuiv tov dya>v]a [iro]riTav [oMc evlic]av. This 

is a little too short for the space, which calls for about 10 letters 
in each column and 2 or 3 letters between the columns, and 
probably 2 more letters extending to the left of the first column, 
i. e. about 25 letters in all. But, apart from the unusual phrase- 
ology, it omits the most important item in a heading designed to 
distinguish this catalogue from the other catalogue of comic poets, 
viz. the name of the festival at which the victories were won. I 
believe that norjr&v is right, for I thought that I could make out 
on the stone the faint outline of the lower part of an o before the 
H. The phraseology of the heading in such official lists varies 
somewhat, but we always find ivUav or an equivalent, the name of 
the festival, and generally the demonstrative. 1 The usual Attic 
phrase, as regards the construction of the festival name, is vutav ra 

UavaOtjvaia, Ta Arjvaia, etc. In the fifth Century viKav <rVt Arjvaia Would 

probably have been preferred, but at the time when this inscrip- 
tion was cut Ta Arjvma had supplanted the earlier phrase. We 
never find to* dyS>va rtnv Ar/nalav except in Roman times. 2 There- 
fore the a before ttoijjw is rather the final letter of A-qvaia than of 

'A dozen examples are to be found in CIG. Meg. Orop. Boeot. 415, 416, 419, 
420, 1760, 1773, 1774, 2727, 3195, etc. 

2 CIA. Ill 1 160. ayim is not often coupled with the name of this festival; 
cf. Aristoph. Ach. 504 oti7rt A-qvaia f ayov, whence the lemma in Hesych. kirl 
ATivaiu ayav, Schol. Ach. 202 6 imMptaios ayav (a late phrase). See Korte, 
Rhein. Mus. 52 (1897), 168 f. 
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ayava. I would propose, as satisfying all of the conditions, [o«8e 

iviicmv ra Ar/vaija [woJijtoi' \_ko>iuk\5>v, or perhaps [ran (cco/xix]^. The 

corresponding heading of the City list would have cV So-rei for 
ra Arjvma. The heading over frag. e', vnoKpiT&v rp[ayi<eSv], would 
suggest the simpler phrase vIku AijeaiW n-o. nap. Such a heading 
is excluded here, however, by the a in the first line and by the av 
in the second. 

By the results thus far obtained we have learned that the 
chronological notices relative to the first victories and first appear- 
ances of the dramatic poets acquire a new significance and value, 
as being based on the records of the City Dionysia. It would be 
advantageous to know if the same is true of the notices which 
give the number of victories won by the poets. In the Dionysiac 
catalogue we find n victories for Magnes and 6 for Cratinus, and 
in the Lenaean catalogue 3 more for Cratinus. Now, Anon. II 
rrepX Kwfim&ias assigns precisely 11 to Magnes 1 and Suidas 9 to 
Cratinus. In one case we have the City victories alone, in the 
other the total for both festivals. Accordingly, when we find in 
Suidas 2 victories accredited to Magnes, it is natural to assume 
with Kbhler that these are the Lenaean victories. But the small 
number arouses suspicions. It would be indeed surprising, when 
we find in the Lenaean catalogue that Telecleides won five times 
and most of his contemporaries at least twice, if Magnes, of whom 

Aristophanes says 2 in Eq. 52I Ss n-Xeitrra x°P^> v *»* avnirakav viia)t 

eartjo-e Tpondia, won only twice, and that, too, at a time when the 
Lenaean comic contest was doubtless relatively more important 
than it was later. And there is no other instance of a separate 
record of Lenaean victories alone. Diodorus assigns 18 victories 
to Sophocles, and we find 18 on the City list. In all other 
instances, so far as we can control them, the total recorded in 
literature is greater than the number given on the City lists. 
Doubtless in the source of these notices, the vi<ai rpayiKai Ka\ 
KapiKal of Aristotle, 3 the totals for each festival were given sepa- 
rately, as in the case of Eudoxus, which has already been cited. 
When we find the actor Aristodemus credited with three 
Lenaean victories, we may conclude either that he won none at 

1 Bergk, 1. c, p. 319, note, objected to the restoration of Majrf/f on the 
ground that Anon, always gives the total for both festivals. But this is the 
only instance in which he gives the victories at all. 

2 Although referring, as we have seen, primarily to City victories. 
3 Vit. Aristot., p. 404, 67, Westermann. Cf. Bergk, 1. c, p. 332, n. 2. 



THE LISTS OF DRAMATIC VICTORS. 399 

the Dionysia or that a portion of the original notice is lost. 
I believe, therefore, that the number of victories mentioned in 
literature, if no textual corruption has intervened, is either the 
total for both festivals (and this most often) or for the Dionysia 
alone ; never for the Lenaea alone. 1 Since on our fragmentary 
lists we have the victories at both festivals only in the case of 
Cratinus, this proposition does not admit of demonstration, and is 
advanced only as the most probable conclusion warranted by the 
available facts. Consequently we should decide with Bergk (Gk. 
Litt. IV 42) that Suidas' statement about Magnes is to be rejected. 
Even Kohler's explanation is improbable. For we should read 
some number above t/3', possibly k/3'. Suidas elsewhere always 
gives the total for both festivals. For this reason Kohler's con- 
jecture of ia for a in the notice of Suidas about Carcinus (frag, b 
gives Al), however plausible at first glance, seems less so on 
consideration, although this solution in the case of Euripides 
(vUas S« avtlXtro «', Suidas) commends itself because the Vita gives 
the same total, te'. The figures of the Vitae seem to be especially 
liable to corruption. Thus the k in the Vit. Soph, should be 
corrected with Bergk to «t8', in harmony with Suidas, and the iy of 
the Vit. Aesch. to «/ outright, although the origin of the error is 
not easy to see. 

Fragment c* can be assigned with confidence to the list of 
comic poets, but a closer classification is impossible. The same 
is true of n and m. s There is nothing which indicates the Lenaea, 
to which Kohler assigns them. Frag. /, which contains the name 
of Philemon, belongs to the third or second century.* None of 

1 It is of course possible that the City victories should fall- out of a text as 
well as the Lenaean. My contention is that the former were sometimes 
intentionally selected for mention, to the exclusion of the latter; but not vice 
versa. 

2 . . . . eof I, [II<x7«](5«r7rof II. Before -£0f I see traces of a 8. Should we 
restore Ti/t68eoc, for which the space is suitable, this poet would be a few 
decades later than Meineke believed. Suidas assigns him to the Middle 
Comedy. 

3 ». I read in line I II EXET02 I IIII N I. In 1. 2 IIII after 

'Ettwikoc is clear, not III, as in Corpus. — m. In 1. 8 Nicodemus is credited 
with 11 victories. 

* The elder Philemon is reported to have been more successful than 
Menander, who won eight times. In the City list we find three victories, 
here only two. The record may refer to the second Philemon, son of the first, 
or to the poet whose name occurs in CIA. II 975 for the year 168. The good 
lettering of / is in favor of the former alternative. 
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the other fragments can be safely assigned to the catalogues of 
comic poets. Nothing is to be gained by foisting a half-dozen or 
more nonentities upon us as comic poets, all for the sake of 
identifying one or two names with persons found in Kock's index 
poetarum. It is better to leave such lists for the present in the 
limbo of the ' uncertain.' Let us briefly consider the fragments 
which have been admitted into the catalogues of poets. 



a'. 


qr. 






[ee]oS<a[po]r I 


[no]\f 


. . . . ibr) S III 


Eip.rjt)[rj]s II 


Se/uo- 


. . . . IJS I 


nav8ai[rji]s I 


Sea 


. ... cop III 


Mei>ea[6]eis I 


eeoS 


. . . . V I 




AlOITKO 


Kr)<pi]cr68a>pos II 




Ei>0ov 


' A.pur\rofiLtvt)s - 




0€o5ct> 


£iovv](rws I 




[M]e!7<7 


. . . . « II 







In a' Kohler restores in 1. 3 Ti^okX^?, 1. 4 'A\icr)v<op, 1. 5 uipav, 
names which are found together in the Lenaean list of comic 
poets, in the neighborhood of Kij<£«rd8<opoj and Atovivtos (?). If 
these restorations could be accepted, the identification could be 
considered certain. But the restorations are absolutely impos- 
sible in the space indicated. 'hX^vap and TipoicXrjs would have to 
extend two full letters beyond the initials of uipav and KtjcpiaoSapos. 
As regards qr, both Bergk and Kohler assign it to the comic 
poets of the Middle Comedy, Bergk on account of ~EAi$ov\\oi\ and 
[M~\pi)<r[lnaxos], and Kohler because ofEiprjStjs, whose name, other- 
wise unknown, he would restore in Ath. 15, 699 b. This gives a 
possible identification of three names out of the twelve, in a 
period in which we know most of the poets through the Lenaean 
list and the literature. When we remember, further, that these 
names would have to be assigned to the City Dionysia, the 
classification seems extremely improbable. 

The Tragic Poets. 
Three fragments, a, b and c, belong to the catalogue of tragic 

poets. In a we have [At]o-^uX[or -]> [EuJeVijr 1, [llo]Kv(ppd<Tp[av -], 
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[Nd0]wro-or I, [2o<p]oickijs AHIII, . . . . tos I, [Ap«rr]t'aj -, 1 We Can 

not doubt, in view of the preceding discussion, that Kohler is 
right in assigning this fragment to the City list on the strength of 
Diodorus (Apollodorus), who reports 18 victories for Sophocles. 
Frag, b may be placed in the same category, on account of the 
large number of victories, and because Aphareus is said to have 

b? c. 

as - . . . . as 1 

KapicQvos A I .... 8i/r I 

A<TT]v8dp.as II . . I parrjs I 

Qeo]6eKTas nil 'AoTv&]dpas 

A<f>ap]cvs II II 

v I 

II 

won two City victories. 3 Frag, c offers greater difficulties. Kohler 
confidently assigns it to the Lenaea, finding in 1. 1 [eeo8«r]ay I, 
which would complement the mi of b and give the total mentioned 
in the epigram Steph. Byz., s. v. <f>a<n\Kis. But the space is insuffi- 
cient by two full letters, as the facsimiles in the Corpus will suffice 
to show. Nothing, then, is certain but 'AvrvSapas. There were, 
however, three tragic poets of this name. The youngest is men- 
tioned in an inscription of about 279 B. c. (CIA. II 551). The first 
made his first appearance in 398, according to the Diod. Sic. 14, 
43. In the Parian chronicle a victory of Astydamas is mentioned 
for the year 372. Whether this refers to the father or to the son 
is a much-discussed question which can not be debated here. 
The presence of the name of Astydamas in the neighborhood of 
Carcinus and Aphareus on frag, b, however, may be taken as a 
confirmation of Clinton's view that the Parian marble here, as 
always, refers to a first victory. This is made clear by a consid- 
eration of the known facts in the lives of Carcinus and of Apha- 
reus. The fact that the names of Carcinus, Theodectas and 

1 The space does not permit TvijonrKos in 1. 4, proposed by Bergk. I offer 
Meaaroc in 1. 6, but with misgivings, in view of the treatment which this poet 
has received. We know of no other poet of the period whose name ends in 
-rof. 

2 Col. 2 contains — , AA, $p t 'O^u, At, 2. 

8 Vit. X Orat. 839 d : SifiaoKaXtaQ aoTiKac KaSiJKtv ef , mX di( ivUrjae dta Atowacov 
KaSei(, /cat <5t' hcpwv hepaf dvo Kr/vainas. It is possible that the irepag dvo 
should be understood as vteaf and not as SiSaamkiac. 
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Aphareus do not appear on c, and can not be restored there, may 
be taken as an indication that this fragment is not the counterpart 
oib. It may then be either from the lists of the latter part of 
the fifth century and the beginning of the fourth, City or Lenaean, 
or from the early part of the third century. Without the other 
names we can not decide between these two possibilities. The 
names of Critias and Euripides occur to one as possible for the 
former period, and as fitting the given space. The younger 
Euripides brought out the Bacchae of the great poet and must 
have produced in his own name soon afterward. If Critias was 
successful at all, it would have been before 403. The dates would 
fall in well with the date given by Diodorus for the elder Asty- 
damas. We might think then of the Lenaea of about 400 for 
this fragment. Naturally, with so little to go upon, we can not 
urge this except as a possibility. 1 

Bergk and Oehmichen accept frag, s into the catalogue of 
tragic poets. Kohler is doubtful of this. The name ''Eiraptivav, 
which occurs in s, is found also in t, where AiVxvW may also be 
restored with some probability. 2 If the name AiVxvW occurs 
both in / and in s there can be no question of the famous poet 
here, for his name has already occurred in a. Another Aeschylus, 
a tragic poet of Alexandria, is known. But none of the other 
names can be identified. 

Tragic Actors. 

Fortunately, the heading of e' identifies the list. The name of 
Mum'o-Koy is found in CIA. II 971 b as the victor for 422. The 
names in this column are therefore to be placed in the last quarter 
of the fifth century. One other column to the left would suffice 
for the names of all the victors from the introduction of the actors' 
contest in 450. The list, then, is probably the catalogue of victors 
at the Dionysia, as Kohler inferred from the small number of 

1 Suidas mentions another Euripides, irpzofivTzpoe tov hvSo^ov ysvo/ihov, and 
assigns him five victories. No such poet is elsewhere mentioned. Is it not 
likely that, through some confusion in his sources, he wrote -Kp£aj3vTepog 
instead of veitrepo^, and that the notice refers to the nephew of the great poet ? 

2 j. K/Wo^, AiG%vX[ot; -], ' &pip.vri\GTo<; -], ''ETra[is[ivG)i> -], '~EpoT[luv -], 'Apt- 
<7[r--]. 

t. [A(<T£]{>/l[of -]?,.. eicOivTis I, ''KpyoaBhijQ II, ['Eira~\fi£ivuv II. In the first 
line we have only the lower portion of T(?)A, but in the right position for the 
proposed restoration. 
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victories credited to Neoptolemus in frag. 0. In the second 
column 1 of d Kohler reports A6HI and API, restoring ' A6i\v\&bapot\ 
with great probability. 'Ap«[oTd6voy] suggests itself in the next 
line. In the line above 'A6r\v I read NI . . , which would almost 
certainly be Nfom-dXefior, and in the line above an initial e, which 
would be either e e 68apos or eerrakos. In o there are traces of the 
upper part of a T before the .... AA02 reported by Kohler, which 
makes his restoration of etrraXos certain. 

Comic Actors. 

The catalogue of comic actors is represented by only one frag- 
ment, p, 2 which admits of certain identification. Kohler has 
shown that fragg. u and v are to be put over against/' and w, 
' 'Apioropaxos and Aepiearog being found in u and /', gtXonoV and 
'E/ijuen'Sijr in v and w. This disposes of Oehmichen's attempt to 
add v to the list of comic poets after d. Bergk was wrong in 
thinking that we have tragic poets here. 3 Kohler thinks that it is 
a list of actors. I believe that we can safely go further and assign 
the two lists to the catalogues of comic actors. In dealing with 
28 uncertain names it will not do to base an identification upon 
two or three names alone, as Bergk did. Homonyms are far 
too frequent in all Attic name-lists for such a procedure. But if 
we find a fair number of names which can be dated, all belonging 
to the same category, a provisional identification at least is 
warranted. Now, we find the following names of comic actors : 
Callippus, who won at the Lenaea in 307 (CIA. II 1289) ; Hieron- 
ymus, victorious at the Lenaea in 354 (CIA. II 972); Aristo- 
machus, who took part in the same contest ; Menecles and Phi- 
lonides took part in the Delian exhibitions in the early part of the 
third century, and also a Polycles, whose name is to be found in 
the noKv of u, col. 2 (Bull. Corr. Hell. 2, 104 sqq.). In the same 
Delian inscriptions the names of Callippus and Hieronymus also 
occur, but they may belong to the next generation after the two 

1 The facsimile of this badly mutilated frag, is very misleading. It is to be 
hoped that Wilhelm will furnish a better copy. 

2 .. . kuv IIII, TIa[p]jiivav I, Kvnwv II, T$a\y]aiit[par>)t; .], 'Afuj>ix\apri( -], 
\<bo~]p\jiiuv -], according to Kohler. 

3 On account of Ka/Ui<7r/>[ai-of] in w, referring to the poet mentioned in 
CIA. II 972 for the year 419. But in / is another Callistratus, a comic poet, 
and a comic actor of this name is known in the second century (CIA. II 925, 
col. Ill), and again in the first century (CIG. Meg. Orop. Boeot. 419, 3197). 
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actors of the Attic inscriptions and may not be the same. 1 A 
Philonides, probably the same actor, performed at the Soteria at 
Delphi early in the third century, 2 as well as a Lyciscus, who may 
be identified with the Avkkt- of u, col. 2. So many coincidences, 
considering the scantiness of our materials, can scarcely be due to 
chance, especially when we take into account the double coinci- 
dence of name and date. The first column of u would belong to 
the middle of the fourth century, its continuation in v to the last 
part of the century ; the second column of u to the early part of 
the third. Fragment d' is uncertain, but it may be provisionally 
classed as the continuation oi/'w. We find the name [SatJKpdrris, 
which is in v also, and in the second column IIoXvkpitos, who may 
be identified with the Karoos of a Delian inscription of 261 B. C. 

Very little can be done with the remaining fragments x,y, z, b' 
and g'. The three first-named are too small to furnish any clue. 3 
In b' we find 'Ayfjrap, which suggests at once our old acquaintance 
. ... cap of a', where Kohler wished to restore 'AX/c^ap. The 
Ni'icav in b' might also be restored in a', as well as the Sevav in x. 
Comic poets of these names are known, both of uncertain date, 
but it would be rash to identify them. 

We have reviewed the entire series of fragments belonging to 
this inscription. The following recapitulation may be found 
convenient. 

I. NTicai ■noiyrwv rpaymaiv : 1) dtrriKai, a and b, as in Corpus ; 

2) ArivaUai, none certain; 3) Festival undetermined, c, which is 
classed under 2) in Corpus, j and t may belong here, but are late ; 
not of the fifth century, as assumed by Bergk and Oehmichen. 

II. Niicat ■noiyrmv KwpxKuiv : 1) aorticm, i and k, classed under 2) in 
Corpus; 2) AjjmuW, d, f, g, e, k, classed under 1) in Corpus; 

3) Festival undetermined, n and m, classed under 2) in Corpus, 
/ and c' . a' and qr are not to be accepted in this category with 
Kohler and Bergk. 

1 If, however, the archon Diotimus of CIA. II 972 should be the magistrate 
of 2S6/5 and not of 354/3, the identification would be certain. This, I 
believe, can be proved. 

2 Following Reisch, De mus. certam., p. 96, who identifies the comic actor 
Telestes of a Delian inscription with the actor of the same name in a Delian 
inscription of 286. 

3 It may not be mere chance that g' has . . . a; I, . . . c IIII, and . . pof II, 
identical both as to the position of the letters and in number of victories with 
the first three names in « — ' Aptaraydpac I, 'KaXXiirnos IIII. and ' AcKlrjiuQ&opoc II. 
g' can not fit x, with which it is placed in the Corpus, and may possibly belong 
above ». 
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III. NiKat vjroKpiTav rpayiK&v '• i) doTifcat, e 3S in Corpus ; 2) Arjvat- 

Kai, 0, as in Corpus. 

IV. Niica» vjTOKpnov : 1) uv\ 2)f'w. These are not comic poets, 
with Oehmichen («), nor tragic poets, with Bergk. In Corpus 
are classed as 'actors' simply, p belongs here, as in Corpus. 

V. Unclassified : J and t, a' and b'x, y, qr, s, d', gf. s and t 
may be tragic poets, but late; a! and 6'x, possibly late comic 
poets, a! and qr wrongly assigned to comic poets in Corpus. 
d 1 and g? may belong, -wiih/'w, to lists of comic actors. 

I have intentionally tried to avoid discussing at length the 
interesting chronological questions in connection with the tragic 
and comic poets which are suggested by a study of these lists. 
If this inscription had been better understood in its relation to 
the chronological notices, many of the statements found in the 
valuable articles of Kaibel and Dieterich in the Pauly-Wissowa 
Encyclopedia on the tragic and comic poets and in Haigh's 
Tragic Drama would have been modified. Some of these matters 
may be taken up at a later time. For the present it will suffice 
to advert again to the great importance for the history of the 
poets of the knowledge which we have gained — perhaps it would 
be better to say regained — that these notices, so far as they have 
to do with first appearances and victories, were based in the main 
upon the records of the City Dionysia. 

Edward Capps. 



